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1. ^ The amendment filed on 06 January 2009 under 37 CFR 1.312 has been considered, and has been: 

a) □ entered. 

b) ^ entered as directed to matters of form not affecting the scope of the invention. 

c) □ disapproved because the amendment was filed after the payment of the issue fee. 

Any amendment filed after the date the issue fee is paid must be accompanied by a petition under 37 CFR 1 .31 3(c)(1 ) 
and the required fee to withdraw the application from issue. 

d) □ disapproved. See explanation below. 

e) □ entered in part. See explanation below. 



Applicant's suppplemental communication dated 01/06/2009, is acknowledged. The Examiner verified that invetors of 
the record are all of: David A. Cathey, Surjit S. Chadha and Behnam Moradi. 

As to applicant's issue relating to allowance of claims 33-39, it is the position of the Examiner that the claims 33-39 is 
in view of withdrawal of the prior art rejection of claims 33-39 (in addition to withdrawal of obviousness-type double patenting 
rejection). Withdrawal of prior art rejection is due to the fact that prior art of the record does not teach or suggest applicant's 
"claimed" invention as a whole, either taken alone or in combination with other prior art reference of the recoed. Dependent 
claims are allowed due to their dependencies upon corresponding allowed independent claim. 
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